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Introduction
In the early twentieth century, the cause of providing state 
economic aid to impoverished mothers and their children attracted broad 
support from those concerned with maternal and child welfare, both in the 
United States and Japan.  In both countries, reform-minded and politically 
conscious women were important campaigners for mothers’ aid, or what 
was often referred to as the “protection of motherhood” in Japan.  Despite 
women’s active involvement commonly found in the U.S. and Japan, no 
major comparative examination of advocacy for mothers’ aid in the two 
countries has been attempted.  On the one hand, Japanese maternalism 
does not offer a favorable case for comparison for American feminist 
scholars, who, notably in the 1980s and 1990s, adopted the method of 
international comparison in exploring how maternalist women as political 
actors affected the formation of welfare states in the early stages.  Their 
focus is primarily on industrializing countries in the West, in which 
maternalist women often provided the engine for the development of 
maternal and child welfare programs and policies in the late nineteenth 
and early twentieth centuries.1  
On the other hand, studies on the Japanese motherhood protection 
movement have been burdened with the need to deal with the issue of the 
uneasy “negotiations” between the women campaigners and the wartime 
regime.2  The Japanese historians’ focus on the peculiarities of the 
Japanese experience with the ideology of motherhood does not encourage 
its examinations in comparison to industrial societies in the West. One 
long-term mission of scholars of prewar Japanese feminism is to uncover 
women activists’ collaboration with the fascist government of the 1930s 
217294_Tsuda Review_no58-4校.indb   95 2013/12/09   17:40:51
Yuko Yokotsuka Kimura96
and the 1940s.3  It was after the Manchurian Incident of 1931 that the 
appeal of motherhood protection united women’s suffrage campaigners 
and socialist women reformers to form a coalition, and the Motherhood 
Protection League [bosei hogo renmei] launched a full-fledged women’s 
movement for a mother-child aid law.  The women’s legislation campaign 
was concluded in 1937 with the passage of the Mother-Child Protection 
Law [boshi hogo ho], which gave economic aid to impoverished 
mothers with children under fourteen years of age.  Inevitably, postwar 
reflections on the motherhood protection movement are bound by the 
suspicion that activist women, many of them drawn from the women’s 
suffrage movement, knowingly pushed for legislation that would serve 
the interests of the wartime regime, which was pressed to take measures 
to prevent the population crisis in preparation for total war, as well as by 
knowledge of the destructive consequences of the wartime mobilization 
of the entire nation.  If one tries to understand the whole process of the 
Japanese development of motherhood protection advocacy from this 
standpoint, the Japanese experience seems to resist an attempt to compare 
it with the American mothers’ pension campaign taking place during the 
Progressive era.  
The emphasis on the nationalist aspect of motherhood protection 
and the suffragists’ willingness to compromise tends to blur the original 
intentions of women activists, and understates “a transformative 
potential”4 in their vision of motherhood protection.  The same may be 
said about the depiction of the establishment of U.S. mothers’ pensions as 
a social regulation scheme to control the lives of single mothers according 
to the family norm supported by middle-class policy administrators 
and social workers.5  In order to correctly assess how the social control 
motive influenced or compromised the goals that the women’s movement 
intended to achieve by proposing the idea of state-funded motherhood, 
careful examination of the earlier stages of the movement or the 
preparatory stage preceding the movement is necessary.  
In this paper I examine the visions of social reform presented 
by Japanese maternalist women in the early phase of the motherhood 
protection movement, in comparison to those proposed by their American 
counterparts.  While several different programs were included in the calls 
217294_Tsuda Review_no58-4校.indb   96 2013/12/09   17:40:51
Opposition to Public Assistance to Able-Bodied Adults, Public Role of Motherhood and Child Welfare Policy in Pre-World War II Japan vs. the United States 97
for motherhood protection, I limit my consideration here to the debate 
about state-financed motherhood.  Comparison with the American case 
is expected to help us avoid teleological reading of Japanese sources, 
and understand historical conditions that gave specific importance to the 
development of maternalist theory in Japan as well as common grounds 
on which American and Japanese maternalist reformers were standing. 
The direct origin of Japanese women’s activism in the field of motherhood 
protection can be traced to the Motherhood Protection Debate [bosei 
hogo ronso] of 1918 and 1919, between four women, namely, Hiratsuka 
Raicho and Yamada Waka as defenders of motherhood, Yosano Akiko 
as an advocate of women’s economic independence and opponent of the 
mothers’ aid idea, and Yamakawa Kikue, who attempted to moderate the 
debate from a socialist woman’s point of view.  This short paper primarily 
focuses on the discourse produced by Yamada Waka.  Yamada as well as 
Hiratsuka entered the debate embracing Ellen Key’s theory of the “right 
of motherhood,” and “State care of children.”6  I have chosen Yamada 
as the focus of this study, not only because she later became the head of 
the Motherhood Protection League, a campaign coalition formed in the 
1930s, but also because her maternalist vision was closer to the views 
of American maternalists.  The similarities in the discourse between 
them will make it easier to see the different ways in which maternalism 
developed in each society and its relationship with various policy goals 
pursued by other social and political actors.
The term “maternalism” was coined by the historians, Seth Koven 
and Sonya Michel, in 1990, to denote “the ideologies that exalted 
women’s capacity to mother and extended to society as a whole the values 
of care, nurturance, and morality.”7  Koven and Michel conceptualize this 
as they try to illuminate remarkable patterns of women’s involvement 
in the building of welfare states in France, Germany, Great Britain, and 
the U.S. between 1880 and 1920.  As I apply the term “maternalism” to 
explain women’s activity in the public sphere in prewar Japan, which 
lacked the tradition of the cultural commitment to either middle-class 
women’s domesticity and moral superiority, or the cult of motherhood, 
which is fundamental to Koven and Michel’s original conceptualization 
of maternalism, some modification of the definition is necessary.  I will 
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use maternalism to refer to the commitment to the belief that women’s 
primary role was mothering and the expansion of women’s sphere 
of action should be realized by the social recognition of the value of 
motherhood.  
Maternalist Discourses in the U.S. Mothers’ Pension Movement
Generally speaking, there were two groups of maternalist political 
actors actively supporting the cause of state-funded mothers’ pensions 
in early twentieth century America.  Historical studies of the mothers’ 
pension movement in the 1910s generally argue that white middle-class 
clubwomen, members of state branches of the National Congress of 
Mothers and Parent-Teacher Associations, and the General Federation 
of Women’s Clubs in particular, played a pivotal role in bringing about 
a series of legislative victories in various states.8  In contrast, previous 
studies differently assess the degree of involvement of the second group 
of maternalists, women social reformers who had their roots in settlement 
work (hereafter, maternalist social reformers), in the mothers’ pension 
movement as national phenomena.9  For the purpose of this paper, I will 
point out several maternalist concerns expressed by the two groups as 
they acted as mothers’ pension proponents.
Maternalist social reformers who began their careers in social work 
at Hull House pioneered the presentation of the case of overworked, poor 
working mothers as a social problem to be solved by policy intervention. 
In 1905, at the National Conference on Day Nursery held at New York 
City, Julia Lathrop, the future chair of the federal Children’s Bureau 
remarked:
The fact is, that the working mother is the most melancholy figure 
in the working world, not alone because she is unskilled, ill-paid 
and harassed by unspeakable anxieties, but because the records 
of the world show that her children recruit the ranks of youthful 
delinquents and later of adult criminals.
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Close observation of the families of day nursery children at Hull House 
led Lathrop to suggest that her country follow the examples of Australia, 
Germany, and Switzerland and adopt a publicly-funded pension system 
for widowed mothers as a solution to the misery of the overburdened 
working mother.10  Later in the same year, at the meeting of the Chicago 
Social Service Club, Jane Addams pointed to the same downsides of 
the day nursery.  Addams, by this time, had become uncertain whether 
day nurseries benefitted working mothers and their children after fifteen 
years of dedicated day nursery work.  Given the meager wages earned by 
working mothers, and the discouraging report on “the careers of children 
after leaving day nurseries,” the day nursery was seen as “a ‘double-edged 
implement’ for doing good, which may also do a little harm.”  Addams 
as well as Lathrop found childrearing and wage-earning incompatible.  If 
that was the case, Addams asked “whether the day nursery should tempt 
her to attempt the impossible.”11
Historian Sonya Michel, in her paper examining “the political 
careers of child care and mothers’ pensions” as two related policy 
developments in the Progressive era, argues that to leading defenders of 
maternal and child welfare such as Addams and Lathrop, the day nursery 
“no longer presented a viable general solution for the problems of poor 
women.”12  While arguing for the adoption of widows’ pensions in the 
U.S. in 1905, however, Lathrop expected opposition from her colleagues 
in the charity and social work profession.13  During the late nineteenth 
century, charity reformers representing the Charity Organization Society 
heightened the general antipathy to public outdoor relief.  Some argued 
that they should differentiate the worthy poor, including widowed 
mothers, from the unworthy poor, that is, able-bodied men, and under 
careful administration widows with small children should be allowed 
to receive material assistance in their homes.  Others were determined 
proponents of the termination of public outdoor relief, and more 
important, charity experts in general agreed that the majority opinion 
within their cohort was against the system in principle.14
While the tenacious opposition to public outdoor relief continued 
into the Progressive era, the end of the nineteenth century saw a 
significant shift in child-saving policies that would pressure the social 
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work profession to preserve the homes of the needy whenever possible. 
It was a rather quick reversal in social policy for the care of destitute 
children.  During the last few decades of the nineteenth century, child-
saving reformers had pushed both for the temporary placement of 
dependent children in orphanages rather than in almshouses, where 
children mingled with adult paupers, and for placing-out or boarding-out 
in country homes for their long-term arrangement.  The new sentiment 
opposed the breaking-up of families and the removal of children from 
parents.  Reflecting a growing emphasis on the value of home care 
for children, the Conference on the Care of Dependent Children held 
in Washington D.C. in January 1909, which was called by President 
Theodore Roosevelt, concluded that poor but deserving mothers “without 
the support of the normal breadwinner” should be given economic aid 
that enabled them to raise their children at home.15  The only obstacle to 
the enactment of public aid to widowed mothers was charity workers’ 
antagonism toward “public” relief.  At the conference, the question 
of public relief versus private charity as a method of funding and 
administration was left unsolved,16 although the resolution indicated a 
preference for the latter.17  
Once again, a former resident of Hull House expressed her opinion 
before the social work profession.  Florence Kelly, then Secretary of 
the National Consumers’ League, repeated the message of the White 
House Conference on Children in June of the same year at the National 
Conference of Charities and Correction.  “The proper place for a 
workingman’s widow who has young children,” she stated, “is in her 
home taking care of those children, unless she is a bad woman or a 
drunkard, or so ill that her proximity is a menace to the health of her 
children.”  Invoking the conference agreement, Kelly highlighted the 
social injustice of exploiting women’s cheap labor.  To her, the rhetoric of 
valuing home life sounded hypocritical as long as there were young girls 
or mothers of little children forced to earn their living by either spending 
every night away from home working at a telephone exchange or “cleaning 
the filthy floors of railway stations, and hotels, and stores, and offices on 
their knees.”  Here she combined her concern for the ruthless exploitation 
of women’s labor with the escalating social demands for working-class 
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poor widows to take care of children properly.  While sharing the view 
of Addams and Lathrop that it was simply impossible to be careful 
caretakers of children and wage-earners at the same time, Kelly more 
decisively denounced the use of day nurseries as a permanent childcare 
arrangement.18
While maternalist social reformers were vocal critics of the society 
that overworked impoverished mothers with small children, they are 
not generally considered responsible for bringing about the “wildfire 
spread of widows’ pensions”19 in the next decade.  After Jackson County, 
Missouri and Illinois state adopted mothers’ pensions in 1911, many other 
states followed suit.  Within a decade, a total of forty states had a system 
of public aid to mothers.  As Theda Skocpol and other scholars have 
shown, organized maternalist women, especially those in the National 
Congees of Mothers and the General Federation of Women’s Clubs were 
more effective political actors in state-by-state legislation campaigns. 
Maternalist clubwomen came on the scene as ideological defenders 
of motherhood and childhood.  Middle-class club mothers shared the 
concerns of Hull-House reformers as they expressed their compassion 
for poor widowed mothers.  Unlike maternalist social reformers, though, 
maternalist clubwomen claimed that they represented “the mother’s 
point of view” not the social worker’s standpoint.  Clara Cahill Park, for 
example, had two appointments as vice president of the Massachusetts 
Congress of Mothers and secretary of the Commission to Study the 
Question of Support of Dependent Minor Children of Widowed Mothers. 
Still, appearing in the Survey as a champion of mothers’ pensions, Park 
claimed, “I belong to the class of mothers who would not usually speak 
in public except for an accident.”  She had to appear in the public arena 
for the debate about mothers’ pensions with representatives of the Charity 
Organization Society, after “the accident” in which she “discovered a 
woman,” who was a thirty-five-year-old widow with eight minor children, 
“trying to do the impossible and found that society seemed organized to 
ignore her.”  Park spoke on behalf of the mother, expressing the emotions 
the woman felt when her children were taken from her:
It seems to me that taking away the children from a mother, is 
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like taking away her life, for the connection is so close and subtle. 
Many a mother would prefer a quick and sudden death to that slow 
and living one.  It is like giving capital punishment for a trivial 
offense.  Sometimes the offense is unintentional.  It may be poverty.
Park translated a familiar line of anti-family disruption sentiment 
into sentimental criticism of the cruelty of child-saving workers who 
intervened and took children away from innocent mothers.  
Importantly, while she highlighted the social need to extend aid 
to helpless widowed mothers, her vision of transformation had a more 
radical side.  On the one hand, she made sure not to sound too radical, 
reassuring her opponents that the proposed pensions were intended 
for widows only, and that cases of “non-support” of husbands should 
be excluded.  On the other hand, she also revealed her belief that all 
mothers potentially deserved to be protected by the state.  She reminded 
the readers that “the fact of bearing and rearing a child in itself create[d] 
a certain, if variable, state of dependence for a woman.”  But more 
importantly, motherhood should be protected by government because of 
its social and public value.  She stated, “Nothing can be more valuable to 
the state than the mother’s contribution, but the home has no safeguards 
other than those which the man, with his willing or unwilling hands can 
give her.”  Park ultimately envisioned the state functioning as a more 
stable protector of motherhood and home, in lieu of unreliable men.20  
Hannah Kent Schoff, President of the National Congress of 
Mothers and Parent Teacher Association, expressed the same sentiment 
by equating mothers’ service to the state with that of the soldiers to the 
state.  More than anything else, she took pains to detach the old stigma 
of pauperism from pensioned mothers.  Schoff argued that mothers’ 
pensions were not charity, because, “the child’s future is of the utmost 
importance to the state, and because the mother’s value is recognized in 
the matter of shaping and giving direction to the child’s future.”21
Both maternalist social reformers and reform-minded clubwomen 
aimed to save widowed mothers struggling to make ends meet from 
the impossible task of properly taking care of children while having to 
provide for their children.  They also agreed that the state intervention 
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was necessary.  The two groups of maternalist women involved in the 
American mothers’ pension movement, however, were motivated in 
significantly different ways.  The middle-class clubwomen not only called 
for the state-provided economic assistance to impoverished mothers who 
were otherwise compelled to be separated from their children.  As self-
appointed representatives of ordinary mothers, they also articulated their 
belief that such protection had to be offered because of the public value 
of mothers’ role of childbearing and childrearing. 
Yamada Waka, and Social Expectations for Japanese Mothers 
Interfering with Her Maternalist Reform Visions
The enactment of mothers’ pensions in state after U.S. state in the 
1910s caught the attention of Yamada Waka,22 one of the two leading 
Japanese female defenders of motherhood in the late 1910s.23  Both 
Yamada and Hiratsuka Raicho, the other influential opinion leader 
who led the initial stage of Japan’s motherhood protection movement, 
consciously chose to champion mothers’ rights as opposed to women’s 
rights, which they interpreted as the rejection of gender difference and 
the demand for women’s rights to earn a living by themselves.  Although 
the two maternalists claimed that they were intellectually indebted to 
Ellen Key, they used Key’s theories differently in constructing their 
own prescriptions for the establishment of mothers’ rights.24  Although 
the two women shared important principles of motherhood protection, 
reinforced each other’s standing by arguing for the same policy, and 
enjoyed a close friendship, they were far from identical in the scope of 
their visions of maternalist reform.  Yamada’s proposal was similar in 
many respects to those offered by American maternalists, while there 
was no indication of the American influence on Hiratsuka’s advocacy of 
government-funded motherhood.25  One prominent difference between 
Hiratsuka on the one hand, and Yamada and her American counterparts 
on the other, can be seen in their concepts of ideal marriage.  While 
Yamada entered the debate as a defender of the home [katei] based 
on the cooperation between husband and wife performing gendered 
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roles, Hiratsuka advocated union completely based on love, free of 
economic considerations, which was possible only by making mothers 
economically independent of their husbands by government funds. 
Hiratsuka, who gave birth to her own children out of wedlock, also 
advocated the cause of the welfare of illegitimate children, who were 
born out of unconventional, yet respectable unions based on love.26 
Another fundamental difference between Hiratsuka and Yamada was 
their understanding of the policy goal.  The two champions of mothers’ 
rights agreed that women made significant contributions to the kokka, the 
national polity, through childbearing and childrearing.  Therefore, they 
were both convinced that state payment to mothers was not poor relief.27 
Based on the recognition of a mother’s entitlement to government aid, 
Hiratsuka did not limit potential recipients to widowed mothers, or even 
to impoverished mothers.  On the other hand, Yamada supported the 
family wage ideal, and argued that only impoverished mothers without 
normal breadwinners should be entitled to government aid.  
Yamada published “Social Insurance as a Way to the Solution 
of Women’s Problems” in 1919 as a response to Yosano Akiko, her 
opponent in the ongoing debates in journalism.  In many respects, 
Yamada’s explanation of why Japan needed a system of public aid to 
mothers echoed the principles of mothers’ pensions in the U.S.  She 
shared the American child-welfare community’s emphasis on the 
significance of home care for proper upbringing of children, and pointed 
to the disadvantages of childcare given by orphanages and day nurseries. 
She denounced mothers’ gainful employment outside the home, and 
identified the loss of the support of male breadwinners as the primary 
cause of poverty among the laboring-class population.  Although she did 
not make particular reference to the American discourse of publicly-aided 
motherhood, she concluded her essay by noting the spread of mothers’ 
pensions in various states in the U.S., implying the American influence 
on her vision.28
Yamada assured her opponents that her motherhood protection 
plan was meant to help only impoverished laboring-class mothers, 
those without the male economic support in particular.  In highlighting 
the urgent need to help widows first, she cited the rather familiar trope 
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of the helpless widowed mother who commits suicide.29  While some 
widows might drown themselves and their children, others might kill 
only themselves leaving three or four little children behind.  If the 
children were left alone, the tragedy did not end here.  The orphans 
would be raised by relatives or sent to orphanages, but she emphasized 
that neither kind-hearted relatives nor saint-like caretakers at orphanages 
could compete with the “real mothers” endowed with love and a sense of 
responsibility for children.30 
Yamada aspired to create a home based on separate gender 
roles and with the mother committing herself full-time to childrearing 
and homemaking, which could be made possible through a policy of 
intervention in the lives of laboring-class women.  Her vision of reform 
was thus marked by significant commonalities with both groups of 
American maternalists.  However, Yamada and the American maternalists 
were speaking to a difference audience.  A brief look at the dominant 
views of mothers’ poverty in the Japanese social work circle illuminates 
how potentially “transformative” Yamada’s demands could be in Japan in 
the late 1910s.
The theme of tragic mother-child double suicides—or murder-
suicides committed by desperate mothers—was taken up by others 
concerned with maternal and child welfare, but not everyone in the 
late 1910s was convinced that giving material or cash assistance to 
mothers was a viable solution.  In April 1917, Fukushima Shiro, a male 
journalist and vocal proponent of state motherhood protection, invoked 
the case of a widow who “drowned herself while embracing her three 
children” in order to champion his cause in his Fujo shinbun [Women’s 
public opinions].31  The subsequent issue of Fujo shinbun carried a 
counterargument by Abe Isoo, a Christian socialist reformer.  While 
recognizing that state assistance to needy mothers had become the trend 
in Europe and the U.S., Abe argued that Japan should not follow their 
examples.  He instead proposed two programs: first, the adoption of a 
system of contributory and state-subsided workmen’s compensation, 
under which the family would receive part of the breadwinner’s wages 
when he became sick and unable to work, or when he died, and second, 
the establishment of day nurseries for children.  Abe did not want able-
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bodied widowed mothers to become public charges.  Welcoming the 
recent opening of a day nursery at a Baptist church in Misaki-cho, 
Kanda, in Tokyo, he stressed the advantage of the day nursery plan over 
poor relief to mothers.  Unlike monetary relief, day nurseries did not 
interfere with mothers’ efforts to remain self-sufficient.  In this context, 
Abe also commended the service of the municipal employment bureau, 
and suggested that mothers with children should be given priority in 
employment opportunities.32
Abe Isoo’s claim that widowed mothers should work hard to be 
self-supporting did not sound particularly harsh to his contemporaries. 
This was true for progressive social work experts who tried to keep 
themselves informed of international trends in child welfare.  In their 
publications of the 1910s and 1920s, these experts often compared the 
latest child-welfare policies of industrialized countries in the West with 
conditions in Japan.  While they shared a basic international orientation 
with maternalist women, they reacted differently to the idea of pensioning 
mothers.  For one thing, while Japanese maternalist women looked to 
Western theories in promoting the cause of maternal and child welfare, 
the male-dominated social work profession was strongly motivated by the 
view that “the degree of progress of civilization of a given country can be 
assessed by its child-saving work,”33 and emphasized the need to update 
Japanese policies and programs.  Moreover, the professional interest of 
male policymakers and their advisers was directed at child-saving rather 
than the question of the improvement of Japanese women’s social and 
economic status. 
One of the most influential among these male experts was Namae 
Takayuki, a U.S. trained social work expert who was recruited to work 
in the Japanese Home Ministry, and who represented Japan at the White 
House Conference on the Standards of Child Welfare in 1919.  In a 
1923 survey of international child welfare standards, Namae examined 
the issue of child-saving in a chapter dedicated to “Mother-Child Aid 
Legislation,” in which he primarily explained the principles and methods 
of the administration of American widows’ pensions.34  As an expert 
on America, Namae was aware of the recent American arguments that 
propounded the relative advantages of mothers’ aid over day nurseries, 
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although he did not support them.  On the one hand, he dismissed the 
claim that mothers’ pensions replaced day nurseries by pointing out—
correctly—that the target population of mothers’ pensions in the U.S. was 
quite limited.  On the other hand, he showed considerable respect for the 
family wage ideal as espoused by opponents of mothers’ employment. 
Whether the U.S. was close to achieving the family wage model or not, 
Namae believed that this line of argument was just unrealistic in Japan. 
The realities of the laboring-class families in Japan required mothers as 
well as fathers work to make a living.  First and foremost, held Namae, 
Japan had to deal with its real shortage of day nurseries.35
It was this expectation for gainfully employed, self-supporting 
mothers that the advocacy for motherhood protection given in the form 
of economic aid to mothers was challenging.  Yamada agreed with U.S. 
maternalist reformers on the incompatibility of childrearing and wage-
earning and shared their ambivalence about keeping children of working-
class mothers in day nurseries.  Sharing the maternalist concerns over 
the proper development of children, some of the leading male social 
policy discussants in Japan gave prescriptions for mothers’ poverty 
which obviously contradicted the maternalist reform agenda.  Yamada—
as well as Hiratsuka and those later joining their reform efforts—hoped 
to reshape the society that required destitute mothers, with or without 
husbands, to work harder in order to maintain economic independence.
Conclusion
All maternalist women reformers discussed in this paper argued 
that mothers needed economic support in order to raise their children 
properly.  Both American and Japanese proponents for mothers’ aid were 
convinced that poor women working long hours were not at the same 
time able to be best caretakers of their children.  Yet, the different child-
welfare theories widely accepted in each society greatly affected the 
outcomes of the maternalist calls for state intervention.  
In the U.S., leading child-welfare professionals had already 
endorsed the value of home care for destitute children when mothers’ 
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pensions emerged as the central goal of maternalist activism.  In contrast, 
in Japan, although Namae and other progressive social work experts 
recognized the importance of home care, other considerations, including 
Japan’s relief policy that did not exempt able-bodied mothers from wage-
earning, hampered them from fully supporting the mothers’ aid idea. 
In prewar Japan, the family wage ideal was not viewed as a realistic 
policy goal, and in laboring-class families, both parents were expected 
to work hard to support their lives.  Equally important, women’s full-
time commitment to mothering had not become the cultural norm yet.  In 
short, to the majority of Japanese social policy makers and their advisers, 
there was no ideological contradiction between motherhood and wage-
earning outside the home.  Yamada Waka, while defending the home 
based on the concepts of separate spheres for men and women, was 
striving to persuade the society that the legitimate place for mothers 
was home.  Yamada expected that the official recognition of mothers’ 
contribution to the building of the state, through the establishment of a 
system of government-financed mothers’ aid, would radically improve 
the situations of mothers in their everyday lives around the home.
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